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ABSTRACT 
Research universities provide new knowledge that advance technology and links 
the United States’ science and knowledge system with the world (Altbach, 2011). Public 
research universities play a significant role in regional and national economic 
development.  Universities rely on funding from multiple sources to operate effectively. 
However, in recent years, public research universities in the United States have 
experienced declines in state funding (Hyman & Jacobs, 2010; Webber, 2017). 
To offset declines in funding, public research universities may seek to increase 
research productivity through the hiring of faculty to address strategic institutional 
research goals. Strategic hiring is one approach used by institutions to increase research 
productivity. However, little is known about the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring 
endeavors to increase research productivity.  
In order to better understand the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring 
endeavors on research productivity at U.S. public research universities, this study 
surveyed Chief Research Officers to determine the characteristics of the institutions 
(Carnegie class, number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals submitted, and 
strategic faculty hiring status), the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring endeavors 
(alignment with strategic plan, distinct measure of research productivity, and institutional 
area responsible) and the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring endeavors on 
research productivity. A researcher designed study, based on the relevant literature, was 
used to survey respondents. All respondents expressed the perception of strategic faculty 
hiring as an effective way to increase research productivity. More specifically, the Chief 
Research Officers at each of the responding institutions indicated that the strategic faculty 
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hiring endeavor at their university was, on average, moderate to very effective in 
increasing research productivity. The study found no statistically significant relationship 
between the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring endeavors and the perceived 
effectiveness on research productivity.  
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CHAPTER I  
Research universities provide much of the new analysis and information that 
advances technology and link the United States’ science and knowledge system with the 
world (Altbach, 2011).  Public research universities funds result from state 
appropriations, tuition and fees, auxiliaries, external research, and other sources.  
Nationwide, state support for U.S. public research universities declined an average of 
31% in the decade from 2004-2013 (Mitchell & Leachman, 2015; Sav, 2016), leaving 
institutions responsible for the deficit.  Increasing the scope and scale of the research 
enterprise is one way to raise additional revenue.  Strategic hiring of faculty and staff can 
grow the research enterprise, increasing discoveries, innovation, and financial resources 
(Syracuse University, 2018). 
This chapter begins with the background of the study, including the funding gap, 
strategic hiring, research productivity, measures of productivity.  Presented in this chapter 
are the problem statement, purpose statement, significance of the study, research 
objectives, assumptions, design controls, and definitions of key terms. 
Background 
Public research universities play a significant role in regional and national 
economic development.  With the demise of many private research laboratories, 
universities have become the primary sources of U.S. research, discovery, and innovation 
(NSF, 2015).  Universities receive funding through appropriations, tuition and fees, 
auxiliaries, external research, and other sources.  State support for U.S. public research 
universities has declined significantly in the last few decades (Mitchell & Leachman, 
2015; Sav, 2016).  A productive research enterprise can provide financial support for 
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operations and contribute to university competitiveness.  External research generates 
project-specific funds, overhead for operations and is critical to competitiveness.  The 
Chief Research Officers at public research institutions are responsible for sustaining and 
growing the research enterprise.  Research administrators must find ways to grow the 
enterprise and increase research productivity.   
Faculty and staff are the human capital of research universities and serve as the 
originator or principal investigator for research grants and contracts.  Building on human 
capital theory (Becker, 1962:1993) and human resource theory (Swanson, 2001), 
strategic human resource management became a concept two decades ago.  An important 
theme in strategic human resource management is the required human capital component 
in firm strategy (Munyon, Summers, & Ferris, 2011). Firm strategy includes acquisition 
of a group of people for the purpose of having an impact on the human capital pool as 
indicated in the strategic objectives of the firm (Eckardt, Skaggs, & Lepak, 2018). The 
strategic hiring of faculty and staff with specific knowledge, talent, and skills to address 
university research productivity goals and objectives is consistent with human capital 
theory as generally described by Becker (1963) and specifically by Acemoglu and Autor 
(2008) who support the notion that workers knowledge and characteristics contribute to 
organizational productivity. Also relevant to the discussion is resource-based view of the 
firm that maintains the human capital of the firm (institution) is a resource that, when 
selected through a verified selection process, will lead to sustained competitive advantage 
(Wright & McMahan, 1992; Wright, Coff, & Moliterno, 2014).  The university research 
enterprise can benefit from efforts that capitalize on institution resources to increase 
university research opportunities. Faculty are integral to research, and strategic faculty 
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hiring for research areas of greatest interest to the university can align capabilities with 
federal, foundation and industry research. Strategic faculty hiring and is a notable trend in 
research administration (Rowh, 2019).  
While the Chief Research Officer  has diverse choices to focus R&D efforts, 
strategic hiring has garnered recent attention and is the focus of this research (Virginia 
Tech, 2018; Syracuse University, 2018; University of Tennessee, 2018; University of 
Texas Austin, 2018; USO Coalition, 2019; A Great and Good University The 2030 Plan , 
2019). Strategic faculty hiring, also known as cluster hiring or interdisciplinary hiring, 
has been in practice for the past 20 years (Patton, 2015).  Although the practice is 
described as successful as it relates to research productivity in higher education, little 
scholarly research exists on the subject.  One study (10 universities) found that strategic 
faculty hiring or more specifically cluster hiring programs originating in the upper levels 
of administration were effective at strengthening the institutional climate (Urban 
Universities for Health, 2015).  The recent attention to strategic faculty hiring stems from 
trends in overall research scope toward larger societal level issues that lend themselves to 
large grant programs framed around specific technical problems instead of priorities of 
individual disciplines (Attis D., 2016). Strategic recruiting is used by institutions to 
devote a critical mass of faculty to areas of knowledge, provide for new research tracks 
and collaborative opportunities, address difficult contemporary problems, and encourage 
and foster cooperation among the faculty and research staff (“Circuits Webinar,” 2018).  
One outcome from strategic hiring and the focus of this study is increased 
productivity as it relates to the research enterprise at U.S. research universities.  
Productivity as a measure of performance can define organizational strategies by 
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stimulating competitiveness (Torrisi, 2014).  However, the definition and measurement of 
research productivity in higher education continues as a subject of much debate (Gates & 
Stone, 1997; Syverson, 2011; Abramo, Costa, & D’Angelo, 2015).  The literature shows 
no generally accepted definition for research productivity; therefore, this study does not 
identify one single definition.  Scholarly activity and research productivity are not 
synonymous.  Some elements of scholarly activity overlap with research productivity, 
depending on the specific institution (Syverson, 2011).   
Problem Statement 
Universities rely on funding from multiple sources to operate effectively. 
Historically, funding for public universities has been allocated through state 
appropriations (Zhao, 2019). In recent years, public research universities in the U.S. have 
suffered a decline in funding, threatening national and global competitiveness (Hyman & 
Jacobs, 2010).  Universities face declines in competitiveness from a lack of operational 
infrastructure, academic support, and retention/hiring (Preuss, 2015).  To balance 
declines in state appropriations, research universities seek to increase research 
productivity.  However, the evaluation of research productivity is widely debated 
(Abramo & D’Angelo, 2014).  A productive research enterprise supplies support for 
operations and plays a critical part in university competitiveness.  Research demonstrates 
that nationwide 50% of the institutional research productivity comes derives only 20% of 
the faculty (Way, Morgan, Clauset, & Larremore, 2017).  Strategic recruiting allocates a 
critical mass of faculty to areas of knowledge, supports new research tracks and 
collaborative opportunities, addresses difficult contemporary problems, and fosters 
cooperation among the faculty and research staff. Without a systematic strategic hiring 
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approach to support research development, U.S. public research universities risk declines 
in competitiveness.  
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this research is to determine the influence of strategic hiring on 
research productivity at U.S. research universities. This study determined the number of 
faculty and research staff, number of proposals submitted, presence of distinct research 
measure, characteristics of strategic faculty hiring, and the perceived effectiveness of 
strategic faculty hiring on research productivity. The study addressed the gaps in the 
literature by characteristics of strategic faculty hiring and the perceived effectiveness of 
strategic faculty hiring on research productivity.  Strategic hiring and its effectiveness on 
research productivity are the focus of this study.   
Research Objectives 
RO1 - Describe the characteristics of the population including Carnegie classification, 
number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals submitted, and 
endeavor status. 
RO2 - Describe the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring intended to increase 
research productivity; distinct measure of research productivity, alignment to 
strategic plan, and area of institutional responsibility. 
RO3 -  Determine the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity. 
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Theoretical and Conceptual Framework 
A conceptual framework depicts the research study and presents the theories that 
conceptualize the study (Roberts, 2010). Figure 1 shows the relationship between the key 
components of the study: strategic hiring, measures of productivity, and research 
productivity.  The strategic hiring of faculty and staff with specific knowledge, talent, and 
skills that address research productivity goals and objectives is consistent with human 
capital theory as described generally by Becker (1963) and specifically by Acemoglu and 
Autor (2008). Faculty and staff as institutional resources are supported by the theoretical 
framework of human capital theory with resource-based view of the firm (Wright & 
McMahan, 1992).  The conceptual framework illustrates the institutional goal of 
increased research productivity as expressed in the institutional research strategy.  Along 
with strategic hiring, the presence of a distinct measure of productivity is a critical 
component in the theoretical relationship between institutional research strategy and 
research productivity. The conceptual framework illustrates the design of this study to 
measure the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity. 
 7 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework  
Significance of the Study 
A productive research enterprise is a critical part of university competitiveness 
and provides support for operations. The results of this study add to the body of 
knowledge regarding strategic faculty hiring and research productivity and human capital 
research. With an increased understanding of the influence of strategic hiring on research 
productivity, University administrators can apply the results of this study as a decision 
support tool to consider strategic hiring endeavors.  
Delimitations 
Delimitations are defined as characteristics that limit the scope and define the 
boundaries of the study (Simon, 2011).  The study measured the effectiveness of strategic 
faculty hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities. One 
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delimitation of the study was the determination of the measure of research productivity.  
Due to numerous definitions of research productivity, this study did not try to establish 
the most suitable or correct measure of research productivity. Instead, the data collected 
is from institutions who self-report participating in a strategic hiring effort. The study did 
not seek to determine individual institution hiring or research and development policy 
outside of this frame of reference. Additionally, the researcher recognizes that unknown 
and unidentified variables could impact research productivity. Finally, the concept that 
research productivity is measurable, and influenced by strategic hiring, is a delimitation 
of this study.  
Assumptions 
Six assumptions are inherent in this study.  The researcher assumed participants 
have access to the information needed to respond effectively, they responded honestly, 
did not falsify answers, or skew the study intentionally.  Also assumed was the language 
of the study was readable to the respondents, and the format of the survey did not hinder 
the respondents’ ability to answer the survey questions. 
Definition of Key Terms 
Public Research University.  “research-intensive, doctorate-granting institutions 
that receive a share of funding from state and local appropriations and serve as a critical 
component of the overall higher education landscape.” (Bassler et al., 2012)  
Strategic Hiring.  hiring and staffing practices that are aligned with the strategic 
goals and objectives of the organization. Devoting a critical mass of faculty to areas of 
knowledge, supports new research tracks and collaborative opportunities, addresses 
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difficult contemporary problems, and encourages and fosters cooperation among the 
faculty and staff research body (O’Meara & Petzall, 2013). 
Chief Research Officer.  Typically, a specific position at the vice president/vice 
chancellor level.  Responsible for coordinating all research-related operations, including 
both sponsored and internally funded programs, technology transfer, commercialization 
of intellectual property, and oversight of compliance activities (Oakland University, 
2017). 
Carnegie Classification.  “The Carnegie Classification has been the leading 
framework for recognizing and describing institutional diversity in U.S. higher education 
for the past four and a half decades.  Starting in 1970, the Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education developed a classification of colleges and universities to support its 
program of research and policy analysis.  Derived from empirical data on colleges and 
universities, the Carnegie Classification was originally published in 1973 and 
subsequently updated in 1976, 1987, 1994, 2000, 2005, 2010, 2015 and 2018 to reflect 
changes among colleges and universities. This framework has been widely used in the 
study of higher education, both as a way to represent and control for institutional 
differences, and also in the design of research studies to ensure adequate representation of 
sampled institutions, students, or faculty (“The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of 
Higher Education", 2019). 
Research Productivity. Indicator of efficiency of the research enterprise at 
research universities (Abramo & D’Angelo, 2014). 
Endeavor.  A serious determined effort or activity directed toward a goal 
(Miriam-Webster.com, 2019) 
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Summary 
State support for U.S. public research universities declined an average of 31% in 
the decade from 2004-2013 (Sav, 2016).  U.S. public research universities are 
increasingly responsible for the deficit.  Research productivity is a critical component of 
university competitiveness and provides support for operations.  Faculty members are an 
integral part and serve as the originator or principal investigator for external research 
grants and contracts.  Public university research administrators struggle to find ways to 
increase research productivity. One approach for increased research productivity, 
strategic hiring is an administration led and supported endeavor to recruit faculty in 
research focus areas aligned with the university's strategic goals.  Strategic hiring 
endeavors are long-term, resource-intensive endeavors.  The relationship between current 
internal administration efforts and productivity at U.S. research universities remains 
unknown (Preuss, 2015).  Without a measurable approach to increase research 
productivity that supports institutional strategic goals, U.S. public research universities 
face declines in competitiveness that stem from lack of operational infrastructure, 
academic support, and retention/hiring.  For the research enterprise to survive, 
understanding the factors that influence external funding is critical (Preuss, 2015).  This 
study is designed to determine the influence of strategic hiring on research productivity at 
public research universities in the United States. 
Chapter II will present a review of the relevant literature in the areas of strategic 
hiring, research productivity, research productivity measurement, and theoretical 
considerations that will impact this research. 
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CHAPTER II – REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Strategic hiring is the hiring of individuals for the purpose of having an impact on 
the strategic human capital of the firm (institution) (Eckardt, Skaggs, & Lepak, 2018) The 
purpose of this research is to determine the influence of strategic hiring on research 
productivity at U.S. research universities. This chapter provides a review of the relevant 
literature in support of the research objectives. The review of the literature includes an 
overview of the research university, a history of the discussion of strategic hiring, as well 
as discussion of the research productivity and its measurement. 
Public research universities are critical to the U.S. educational infrastructure.  A 
globally competitive nation requires an educated citizenry to maintain the pipeline of 
innovation and research (American Academy of Arts & Sciences, 2015). The recent 
declines in state funding have increased reliance on external funds for research and 
operations.  Research universities have many tools to increase the number and dollar 
value of external research projects.  Research administrators can implement strategic 
hiring endeavors designed to increase the research enterprise.  As strategic faculty hiring 
endeavors vary in scope, scale, and other characteristics no large-scale comparative study 
exists.  The measurement of research productivity is complicated by many factors and is 
highly contested among scholars (Altbach, 2014).  Consequently, little is known about 
the effectiveness of strategic hiring endeavors and the effects on research productivity. 
Research Universities 
Most educated Americans think in terms of undergraduate and graduate education 
when considering U.S. universities.  However, the U.S. is home to eighty percent of the 
top twenty research universities in the world, leading the global mission to produce new 
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knowledge through discoveries (Shapiro, Cole, Gray, Smelser, & Zuckerman, 2012).  
Public research universities provide fundamental research that drives scientific and 
technological discovery (American Academy of Arts & Sciences, 2015). According to 
Altbach (2011), research universities are the hub of the knowledge economy and remain 
the predominant postsecondary education institutions worldwide.  These institutions link 
the United States’ science and knowledge systems to the world and provide new 
information that advances technology and leads to a better understanding (Altbach, 
2011).  
The modern U.S. research university had its beginning with the founding of Johns 
Hopkins University in Baltimore, Maryland in 1876 (Rhodes, 2018).  Research 
universities began to flourish during the second world war.  After the end of the second 
world war, the U.S. government continued to invest in research.  Historically, the states 
and the federal government contributed significantly to higher education, with the states 
having the largest share.  Recently, the share of state funds available for research 
universities has declined (The Pew Charitable Trusts, 2015).  Reductions in state funding 
result in higher fees and tuition, decreased resources for education and research, greater 
student loan debt, and fewer graduates and patent applications (Zhao, 2019).  With 
declining government funding, universities become more dependent on external research 
funding (Slaughter, 1997).  Flower and Haddad (2014) discuss the decline in state 
funding as a national issue, not limited to a state or regional issue.  The scale of current 
research challenges is national in nature, affecting economic competitiveness, the 
environment, national security, sustainable energy, and human health. (Flower & 
Haddad, 2014). Humanity faces “grand challenges” that are global in scale. Hunger, 
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terrorism, and resource utilization are in this realm. Research involving solutions to these 
challenges unites faculty and departments to reach broader more diversified collaboration 
united around large-scale issues (Six Imperatives for Embarking on Grand Challenges, 
2017). 
  Public research universities, as academic institutions, provide the fundamental 
research that drives scientific and technological discovery. Altbach (2011) reports that 
academic institutions, essentially communities of scholars, are both managed and led. 
They differ from other large organizations because they must include employees (faculty 
and academic staff) in the decision-making process (Altbach, 2011).  
Administration at research universities differs from other institutions of higher 
learning in one major way, the addition of a Chief Research Officer.  The Chief Research 
Officer at each institution is responsible for the success of the research enterprise. The 
Chief Research Officer, most often a specific position at the Vice President/Chancellor 
level, reports directly to the President and has obligation authority for the university 
(Nash & Wright, 2013).   
Faculty play a pivotal role in the success of the research enterprise.  Slaughter 
(1997) notes that although all faculty teach, external research is a distinguisher between 
individual employees.  It is typical for a faculty member to serve as principal investigator 
on externally funded research projects.  As with all knowledge-based firms, employees 
(faculty and staff) constitute the human capital of the university.  Human capital is 
defined by Becker (1993) is determined by education, training, medical treatment, and is 
effectively a means of production, and a key element in the improvement, 
competitiveness, and efficiency of an organization (Pasban & Nojedeh, 2016).  
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Strategic Hiring 
Strategic hiring is the hiring of individuals for the purpose of having an impact on 
the strategic human capital of the institution (Eckardt, Skaggs, & Lepak, 2018). Strategic 
hiring, combined with strategic human capital, is likely to impact performance in 
knowledge-intensive industries and is positively related to the efficiency and quality of 
production with human capital resources (Hatch & Dyer, 2004).  The concepts of 
strategic management of human resources and human capital are common in current 
literature (Pasban & Nojedeh, 2016).  However, these concepts have not always been 
applied to higher education.  As noted by Arslan, Akdemir, and Karslı (2013), human 
resources were slow to evolve in higher education.  Prior to organized departments, 
higher education administrators handled human resources issues as part of their job 
function.  Once established, these operations in higher education typically followed the 
traditional paradigm which includes administrative services and support such as 
processing paychecks (Brault & Beckwith, 2003).  
Background 
Human resource management began as employee management and evolved into 
personnel management by the end of the nineteenth century (Tran, 2015). National Cash 
Register Company organized the first human resource department in the early 1900s in 
response to several strikes and lockouts. Viewed mostly as a clerical function, personnel 
management focused on hiring, evaluating, training, and compensating employees. 
During this period, the field did not focus on departmental alignment with overall 
organizational goals (“The Historical Background of Human Resource Management - 
What is Human Resource?” n.d.).   
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In the late 1970s, U.S.  businesses began to experience competitive pressure based 
on globalization, technology, and deregulation. In response to this new level of 
competition, personnel management developed into human resource management. 
Human resource management as a discipline focused on all activities of the firm that 
were used to ensure effective utilization of the employee (“The Historical Background of 
Human Resource Management - What is Human Resource?” n.d.). Over the next two 
decades human resource management grew from mainly transactional work to become a 
robust profession with globally recognized certificates, operating standards, and 
professional associations (Tran, 2015). The function of the human resource management 
department developed to include human resource planning, job analysis, hiring and 
selection, orientation and induction, training and development, performance appraisal, 
compensation planning, health and safety, and industrial relations (“The Historical 
Background Of Human Resource Management - What is Human Resource?,” n.d.). 
Strategic Human Resource Management 
Beginning in the 1990s, continued increases in competition necessitated a 
realignment of human resource activities with the strategic goals and objectives of the 
firm. Modification of the traditional approach to human resources was argued in favor of 
a more strategic approach (Brockbank, 1999; Browning, 2003; Hammonds, 2005; Lawler 
& Mohrman, 2003; Prophal, 2002; Ulrich, 1997; Williams, 2004). This new arrangement 
involves human resources as a strategic partner within organizational leadership (Tran, 
2015). Recent developments in strategic human resource management research 
distinguish skill-enhancement, motivation-enhancement, and opportunity-enhancement 
within the human resources system (Boon, Eckardt, Lepak, & Boselie, 2018). Studies 
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show strategic human resource management adds value in terms of increased 
productivity, and lower turnover rates (Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006; Van De 
Voorde, Paauwe, &Van Veldhoven, 2010).   
Strategic Human Resource Management in the Public Sector  
The distinguishing characteristic between public and commercial organizations 
remains the profit motive. The public sector is rarely judged using a single bottom line, 
instead, it is usually the value produced by the organization for its stakeholders and 
society-at-large. Knies, Boselie, Gould-Williams, and Vandenabeele (2018) note most 
studies in strategic human resource management focus on the private sector, yet in many 
instances public sector organizations are the largest employers in the region and impact 
almost every facet and stage of life. Furthermore, while recent studies of high-
performance firms show the practice of strategic human resource management as 
common, a large gap exists in both empirical and conceptual studies of strategic human 
resource management in higher education (Knies, Boselie, Gould-Williams, and 
Vandenabeele, 2018). Tran (2015) reports human resource practices in education have 
not kept pace with the field of human resources, overall.   
Strategic Hiring 
Strategic hiring, a component of strategic human resource management, 
specifically includes hiring and staffing practices aligned with the strategic goals and 
objectives of the organization (O’Meara & Petzall, 2013). Focusing human capital on 
strategically important aspects of the firm (institution) leads to administration support and 
buy-in (Fitz-enz, Phillips, & Ray, 2012).  One popular form of strategic hiring, in higher 
education, is cluster hiring. 
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Cluster hiring, in higher education, is the hiring of faculty with a specific skill set 
or within a specific discipline in order to increase the performance of the institution as 
aligned with the strategic plan (Patton, 2015). Academic cluster hiring is an effective way 
to strengthen research and serves as a key element in the strategic plan according to 
Syracuse University (SU News, 2018). The University of Virginia entered into a 
multiyear cluster hiring endeavor in 2018 with the strategic goal of reducing discipline 
and institution related barriers to research (A Great and Good University The 2030 Plan, 
2019). In 2012, Stony Brook University began a cluster hiring endeavor aimed at adding 
100 interdisciplinary faculty with the expressed goal of placing the institution on the 
emerging frontiers of research (Stony Brook University Research, 2012).  
Cluster hiring is a specific type of strategic hiring. The concept involves the hiring 
of faculty based on skill set or discipline to create a critical mass in one or more areas of 
strategic research focus. Additionally, clusters may develop to foster interdisciplinary 
research. 
Research Productivity 
Productivity, a measure of output common in industrial society, struggles to be 
generally accepted terminology for academia. In recent years, most universities have 
developed a focus on productivity (Stromquist, 2016). However, for research universities, 
the measurement of research productivity is not easy.  As research universities are in 
intense competition with other universities for research grants, productivity serves a 
prominent role (Stromquist, 2016). Academic productivity includes teaching, community 
engagement, and research (Altbach, 2015).  Scholarly activity is defined by Lieberman 
(1992) as “ (a) studying school programs, events, practices, people, organizations, and 
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particular cultures to better understand and describe the improvement of practice; (b) 
creating new frames and strategies for thinking about, understanding, and acting upon 
this new knowledge; and (c) building new collaborative structures and relationships 
between schools and universities that deal with specific or general areas of content and 
pedagogy, aimed at the transformation of research and practice. studying education 
programs, organizations, and particular cultures to better understand and describe the 
improvement of practice” (p. 8) Separate and apart from scholarly activity, research 
productivity is considered to be the easiest of the three to measure, yet there is a debate 
on exactly how to measure. Abramo & D’Angelo (2014), refer to the number of articles 
produced, distinct from impact, as the research productivity definition common in 
bibliometrics.   
As stated by Froghi et al (2012), seven measures are commonly associated with 
research productivity: crown indicator, h-index, Eigenfactor score, article influence score, 
g-index, AWCR, and the m-quotient (Froghi et al., 2012).  
1. The Crown Indicator was developed by the Centre for Science and 
Technology Studies at Leiden University.  It is calculated by dividing the 
average number of received citations from a researcher (or research group) by 
the average number that could be expected for publication in journals within 
the same field.  This measure allows for the comparison of researchers in 
different fields and controls for citation rate, document type, and publication 
year.  It is not however widely available.  Nor does it account for research in 
one field being published in a journal of a different field.  (Froghi et al., 
2012).  
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2. The h-index as proposed by Hirsch “ A scientist has index h, if h of his/her 
(N) papers have at least h citations each, and the other (N-h) papers have no 
more than h citations each”(Jorge Hirsch, 2005). This measure is readily 
available, allows for comparison across rank, and is not sensitive to frequently 
cited or rare articles. However, it falls short being career age dependent on the 
researcher, varies between disciplines, does not account for position in author 
list and is insensitive to higher cited work (Froghi et al., 2012). 
3. The Eigenfactor score is a journal indicator that is an estimate of the time that 
library users spend with that journal.  It is easily available but does not 
consider the scientific value of the journal (Froghi et al., 2012). 
4. The Article Influence score measures the average influence, per article, of the 
papers in a journal; it provides a standardized Eigenfactor score. It reduces 
large differences between fields yet is dependent on number of articles 
published (Froghi et al., 2012). 
5.  The G-index is the highest number of g papers that in total received g2 or 
more citations this measure takes into account citation ignored by the h-index 
and avoids subsequent counting of top-cited papers, however, it does place 
more weight on highly cited papers(Froghi et al., 2012). 
6. AWCR (age-weighted citation rate) is a measure of the average number of 
citations for an entire body of work, adjusted for the age of each individual 
paper.  The AWCR considers the actual number of citations, uses the age of 
publication, and can be combined with h-index for improved accuracy.  One 
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notable shortcoming is that it is not applicable to source items where age has 
no meaning (Froghi et al., 2012). 
7. The m-quotient derived where m equals h dived by year where eh equals h-
index and year equals the number of years since first publishing the first 
paper.  The m-quotient eliminates the rank issue for h-index. It is notable 
insensitive to frequently cited work and includes year of publication making it 
unfavorable for junior researchers (Froghi et al., 2012). 
This list of productivity measures illustrated the vastly different approaches to 
measuring research productivity at U.S. public research universities. The obvious 
connection between the measures listed is the publication component whether directly 
measuring publication or counting citation.  
Faculty Scholarly Productivity Index (FSPI) 
Fogg (2007) reported on the newly created Faculty Scholarly Productivity Index 
created by Academic Analytics, a for-profit company.  For productivity, FSPI has 
become the prominent means by which to compare universities (Stromquist, 2016). 
Universities reportedly pay over one hundred thousand dollars per year for the service, 
and data access is restricted to the administrative suite. In this article, the index described 
using publications, citations, federal funding, and honors and awards (Fogg, 2007).  The 
index has come under fire for its shortcomings, most publicly from Rutgers University 
(New Brunswick Faculty Council, 2016), but the index client list grew to approximately 
to over 380 universities. In 2016, the American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) produced a statement condemning the use of the index for tenure, promotion, 
compensation or hiring decisions (New Brunswick Faculty Council, 2016). The 
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University of Maryland system chose not to renew a contract with Academic Analytics in 
2013 of data accuracy issues Nelly P. Stromquist, 2016). It is unclear if the index is 
viable, as of this writing (“Academic Analytics,” 2019)  
Considering institutional factors, the work by Dundar and Lewis (1998) indicates 
that while much of the historical debate has centered on the individual attributes of 
faculty, several studies focused on the effect of program or organizational factors as 
powerful attributes for enhancing research productivity (Quimbo & Sulabo, 2014). 
Individual institutions typically measure faculty research productivity through research 
awards and expenditures, publications, proposals, patents, citations, degrees conferred, 
and student credit hours completed under faculty (Kern, 2011, EAB, 2012).  Way, 
Morgan, Larremore, & Clauset, (2019) summarize past studies showing prestigious 
institutions produce more papers and receive more citations and awards than less 
prestigious institutions. 
Research productivity is not synonymous with scholarly activity. Based on 
current literature, seven measures and one index are currently in use, in some form, at 
U.S. research universities. No consensus exists on one measure of research productivity. 
Theoretical Considerations 
In this section the researcher presents, and analyses seven theories related to the 
study. Specifically, the researcher discusses human capital theory, resource-based view of 
the firm, behavioral perspective, cybernetic models, agency/transaction cost theory, 
resource dependence/power models, and institutional perspective in organizational 
theory. All of the theories presented here are important to the study of strategic human 
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resource management, the most relevant for this research are human capital theory and 
resource-based view of the firm. 
Human Capital Theory 
Human capital theory as originally proposed by Becker (1963) is founded on the 
idea that skilled employees are assets to the firm (institution) and should be recruited, 
accounted for, and strategically managed to increase the value to the institution (Becker, 
1963). Strategic human resource management provides for the hiring and selection of the 
strategic human capital of the organization explicitly to facilitate the attainment of the 
strategic goals of the institution (Sajeevanie, 2015). This requires an assessment of the 
skills, competencies, and lack of skills that need addressing by the organization with 
development plans and learning strategies tailored to organization strategic goals 
(Kiritescu, 2013). 
In a summary article from 1992, Wright & McMahan present a primary attempt to 
delineate strategic human resource management from its parent discipline, contribute 
significantly to the theoretical understanding of strategic human resource management 
and, by default, strategic hiring.  The six theories covered include resource-based view of 
the firm, behavioral perspective, cybernetic models, agency/transaction cost theory, 
power/resource dependence models, and institutional theory (Wright & McMahan, 1992).  
In this section, the researcher will review current relevant literature including these and 
recent alternative theories. 
More recently in 2018, Elfenbein & Sterling outline the need for scholars to 
understand the degree of influence the strategic planning process has on human capital 
outcomes. Hiring as inextricable of the strategic process is thematic in the article. In the 
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current culture driven by hiring algorithms, further research and greater understanding are 
paramount. 
Resource-based View of the Firm 
Resource-based view of the firm formed around the idea that the firm (institution) 
has certain resources.  These resources contribute to competitive advantage and sustained 
competitive advantage and can be categorized into three groups; physical capital, human 
capital, and organizational capital.  In order for a resource to sustain competitive 
advantage, it must add value to the institution, be unique or rare among competitors, must 
be imperfectly imitable, and cannot be substituted with another resource by competing 
institutions (Wright & McMahan, 1992). 
Resource-based view of the firm is a foundational theory of this study.  Based on 
a normal distribution of ability, human capital with high ability levels (research 
university faculty and staff) are rare, by definition.  The goal of strategic hiring is to 
ensure that the institution is hiring only the highest ability individuals.  Therefore, an 
institution could obtain employees of superior ability through a valid selection system. 
Accordingly, it is highly unlikely due to social complexity, historical condition, and 
causal ambiguity, that well-developed human capital could be easily imitated (Wright & 
McMahan, 1992).  
Behavioral Perspective 
Behavioral perspective theory, with its roots in contingency theory, assumes the 
intent of human resource practices is to control employee behavior (Wright & McMahan, 
1992).  The specific behaviors may vary by organization, however, from a strategic 
standpoint, human resource policies can be used to elicit and control these behaviors 
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(Wright & McMahan, 1992).  As behavioral perspective theory deals with current 
members of the human capital pool, it is not relevant for consideration in this study. 
Cybernetic Models 
Cybernetic model theory is based on a feedback loop made up of input, 
throughput, and output (Wright & McMahan, 1992).  Competence acquisition is part of 
the competence management strategy indicated within cybernetic model theory. 
Competence acquisition, obviously related to strategic hiring, refers to selection activities 
that ensure individuals in the institution have the necessary competencies. The most 
popular cybernetic models are focused on the coordination of human capital practices 
across function within the intuition (Wright & McMahan, 1992).  From this aspect, 
cybernetic models are behavioral-based and are not relevant to this study. 
Agency/transaction Cost Theory 
Agency transaction theory is based on the costs and benefits of exchanges that 
include negotiating, monitoring, evaluating, and enforcing as a means of controlling 
employee behavior through an authority relationship (Wright & McMahan, 1992.  As 
with the previous two theories presented, agency/transaction cost theory is not relevant to 
the study presented here because of the foundation of agency theory in behavioral 
control. 
Resource Dependence/Power Models 
Resource dependence/power model focuses on the power relationships within and 
among institutions.  It assumes that institutions rely on a flow of resources to function 
and that control of these resources provides any group or individual a source of power 
(Wright & McMahan, 1992). In the case of higher education, resource dependence/power 
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models appear in the institutional budgeting process and in tenure/promotion.  In both 
cases, most of the power resides outside of the groups affected and creates dependency. 
Resource dependence/power models have been proposed for human resource 
management (pay allocations) but are not necessarily strategic.  Without a direct tie to the 
strategic planning process of the institution, resource dependency/power models are not 
relevant to the current study. 
Institutional Perspective on Organizational Theory 
Institutional perspective on organizational theory can be used to understand how 
some human capital approaches and policies have evolved internal to the institution.  The 
two main points are: what many view as rationally derived organization practices and 
structures may only appear to be so; and structures may serve a function, but it may be 
unintentional (Wright & McMahan, 1992).  For example, practices may be imprinted 
through an institution’s history and unlikely to change without compelling need.  
Institutional perspective on organizational theory can be used to explain institutional 
practice and behavior, however it is not linked directly to strategic planning and therefore 
not relevant to the current study. 
Summary 
Public research universities are critical to the U.S. educational infrastructure.  A 
globally competitive nation requires an educated citizenry to support the pipeline of 
innovation and research.  The recent declines in state funding have increased reliance on 
external funds for research and operations.  Research administrators can use strategic 
hiring endeavors designed to increase the research enterprise.  Although many theories 
can be associated with strategic human resources, strategic hiring has its foundation in 
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human capital theory and a resource-based view of the firm.  As strategic hiring 
endeavors vary in scope, scale, and other characteristics no large-scale comparative study 
is available.  Additionally, a standardized instrument of measure for research productivity 
is needed to quantify the outcomes of strategic hiring endeavors' influence on research.  
The measurement of research productivity is complicated by many factors and highly 
contested among scholars (Altbach, 2014).  U.S. research universities are engaging in 
strategic faculty hiring endeavors. The literature highlights the importance of alignment 
of such endeavors with the overall institution's strategic plan. The literature is absent 
large-scale studies on the subject.  Consequently, little is known about the characteristics 
or effectiveness of strategic hiring endeavors on research productivity. 
The purpose of this research is to determine the influence of strategic hiring on 
research productivity at U.S. research universities.  This chapter provides a review of the 
relevant literature in support of the research objectives. The review of the literature 
includes an overview of the research university, a history of the discussion of strategic 
hiring, theoretical considerations, as well as discussion of the research productivity and 
the measurement thereof. 
Chapter III will present the design and methodology of the study. The survey 
population and instrument are explained. The data collection process is explained, and the 
data analysis section of the study is discussed.
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CHAPTER III  - RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  
The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of strategic faculty 
hiring on research productivity at U.S. research universities.  This chapter provides a 
description of the methodology of the study. Included in this chapter are research 
objectives, research design, population, census, protection of human subjects, 
instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.  
The expansion of the research enterprise is a critical part of future research and 
development at U.S. public research universities (NSF, 2015; Syracuse University, 2018).  
This growth is needed to address two main objectives: societal level challenges (e.g. 
climate change) and increasing the overall institutional revenue to offset declines in state 
funding (Mitchell & Leachman, 2015). To achieve these objectives, some university 
administrators rely on faculty hiring initiatives linked directly to strategic objectives. 
Unfortunately, no standard method exists to evaluate the success of strategic faculty 
hiring, and debate over the measure of research productivity (Abramo, Costa, & 
D’Angelo, 2015; Gates & Stone, 1997; Syverson, 2011).  
The resurgence of strategic faculty hiring, focused on expanding the research 
enterprise (Syracuse University, 2018; Virginia Tech, 2018; UT Austin, 2018; University 
of Tennessee, 2018; USO Coalition, 2019; A Great and Good University The 2030 Plan, 
2019), along with the lack of a clearly defined and accepted definition of research 
productivity at higher education institutions are expressed in the relevant literature.   
Research Objectives 
Based on a review of the relevant literature, the researcher developed three 
research objectives.  The goal of this study was to determine the perceived effectiveness 
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of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities.  
The overall research question was how effective is strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity at U.S. public research universities?  The following research objectives 
support the research question: 
RO1 - Describe the characteristics of the population including Carnegie classification, 
number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals submitted, and 
endeavor status. 
RO2 - Describe the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring intended to increase 
research productivity; distinct measure of research productivity, alignment to 
strategic plan, and area of institutional responsibility. 
RO3 -  Determine the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity. 
Population 
The objectives of this study were to determine the characteristics of strategic 
faculty hiring intended to increase research productivity and the perceived effectiveness 
of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities. 
The population for this study is the Chief Research Officer at all 184 of the public (non-
military) U.S. research universities classified as Very High Research Activity (R1) and 
High Research Activity (R2) as determined by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions 
of Higher Education, 2018 edition (Appendix C). The Air Force Institute of Technology 
is listed in the 2018 Carnegie Classification; however, it does not meet the criteria of 
“public institution” and differs in funding profile from the other institutions. For these 
reasons, the Air Force Institute of Technology was removed from the population. The 
 29 
Carnegie Classification of Institutions, published since 1973, was designed with the 
intent of providing a framework for researchers to compare programs among peer 
institutions (McCormick & Zhao, 2005). The Chief Research Officer is the highest-
ranking research administrator at each university and is responsible for facilitating 
institutional research strategy. The Chief Research Officer is typically the catalyst for 
strategic faculty hiring endeavors focused on research productivity and, therefore, the 
most appropriate participants for this study.   
A census is a survey in which all objects or people within a population are 
observed (Fink, 2003). This study population included all research universities classified 
as Carnegie R1 or R2, and is, therefore, defined as a census rather than a sample. A 
minimum response rate of 125 of 184 participants was needed to achieve a margin of 
error of 5%, and confidence level of 95% (Raosoft, 2004). The number of respondents for 
the current survey was 39. 23 of the 39 respondents completed the survey, a response rate 
of 12.5%. 
Research Design 
The research objectives of this study are addressed by a cross-sectional, 
explanatory, non-experimental research design (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  A 
study is cross-sectional when data is gathered at a fixed point in time as opposed to over a 
period of time (Fink, 2003).  As a cross-sectional study, data for this study was collected 
from the same point in time and does not require or allow for time series data. The 
purpose of explanatory design is to clarify the relationship between various variables or 
constructs within the research population (Shadish et al., 2002).  This study sought to 
explain and clarify the relationship between the variables of strategic faculty hiring and 
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research productivity.  Quantitative research design is most commonly experimental or 
non-experimental (Creswell, 2003).  Non-experimental studies describe and explain what 
is found in the population, but no manipulation of variables is involved (Shadish et al., 
2002).  The research objectives for this study did not require intervention, manipulation 
of variables, or a longitudinal study.   
Protection of Human Subjects 
The protection of human subjects is paramount at The University of Southern 
Mississippi.  The University enforces a rigorous review process for all human subjects 
research administered by the Institutional Review Board (IRB). All research performed at 
the University involving human subjects requires prior approval from the Institutional 
Review Board.  Data collected before approval is received may not be used under any 
circumstances (“Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi,” 
n.d.). The IRB approved the study design, survey instrumentation, and data collection 
procedure prior to the study. 
Instrumentation 
Surveys are tools to gather information as a means of describing, comparing, or 
explaining knowledge (Fink, 2003).  The researcher-designed survey (Appendix D), 
consisted of open-ended, multiple-choice, dichotomous, and closed-ended questions, and 
self-administered through electronic media.  This study surveyed Chief Research Officers 
at 184 public research universities across the United States. Consent to participate was 
obtained through a built-in, forced-choice Consent to Participate (Appendix B) form. 
Incentives have been shown to improve response rates (Dillman et al., 2009). However, 
based on the professional status of the target participants, a monetary incentive was 
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determined to be ineffective. As an incentive to participate, participants will likely be 
interested in the results of the study. Participants were informed they would receive an 
electronic copy of the summary results.  
Survey Map 
The survey map aligns research objectives with the questions included in the 
survey. The sorted list of questions appears in Table 1. 
Table 1 Survey Map Aligning Research Objectives and Survey Questions 
Research 
Objective  
Research Objective Described Questions 
RO1 Describe the demographic characteristics of the population 
including Carnegie classification, number of faculty and 
research staff, number of proposals submitted, and endeavor 
status. 
 
Q1, Q2, 
Q3, Q4, 
Q5, Q6,  
RO2 Describe the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring 
intended to increase research productivity; distinct measure 
of research productivity, alignment to strategic plan, and 
area of institutional responsibility. 
 
Q7, Q10, 
Q11, Q12 
RO3 Determine the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty 
hiring on research productivity 
Q13 
 
Content Validity 
Content validity is the degree to which survey questions collectively address the 
research objectives.  Content validity in this study was addressed by testing the face 
validity of the survey with qualified experts in the field.  These experts were recruited 
from the target discipline, have current or past research university administrative 
experience.  No current Chief Research Officer of a public U.S. research university was 
recruited for the face validity evaluation.  This research practice was essential to maintain 
the highest number of potential participants for the study.  
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Face validity evaluation  
A face validity evaluation allows the questionnaire to be evaluated by participants 
similar to the potential participants of the study (Fink, 2003). The researcher-designed 
questionnaire was evaluated for face validity prior to distribution. Five participants for 
the face validity evaluation were chosen based on their similarity to future participants, 
familiarity with the field, background, and skills. According to Fink (2003), the face 
validity evaluation selection process for participants need not be random. Participants for 
the face validity evaluation were not from the targeted population but serve as current and 
former public university administrators who have the background and skills to qualify as 
a sample of the target population. The researcher explained the purpose of the survey to 
the face validity evaluation participants, how their understanding and impressions of 
questions would be assessed, and the overall data collection process for the study.  The 
researcher received responses and evaluation comments from four of the five face 
validity participants. No changes were recommended during the face validity process. 
The survey consisted of four sections to address the research objectives, collecting 
demographic data and measures of the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring.  
Additionally, the survey collected data for the Chief Research Officer’s perception of the 
effectiveness of the strategic faculty hiring endeavor on research productivity. 
Participants responded to 13 forced-choice questions including 5 dichotomous, 4 multiple 
choice, 3 open-ended, and 1 Likert-style scale.  
The first section of the instrument consisted of a single dichotomous question as 
part of the consent to participate. Section 2 solicited demographic information, consisting 
of Carnegie classification, number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals 
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submitted, and distinct measure of research productivity. Section 3 determined the 
suitability to participate in the final section of the survey. In this section participants were 
asked about their institution’s participation in strategic faculty hiring specifically to 
increase research productivity. A response in the affirmative allowed participants to 
continue with the survey, while a negative response routed the participant to one final 
question regarding participation in a strategic faculty hiring endeavor of any type.  
The fourth and closing section of the instrument consists of four questions. The 
respondents were asked if the strategic faculty hiring endeavor was ongoing, aligned with 
the institution's strategic plan, and which institutional area was responsible for the 
success of the endeavor. The final question asked the respondents to score the 
effectiveness of the strategic faculty hiring endeavor on research productivity using a 20-
point Likert-style scale (0-20) with a range from “not effective at all” to “extremely 
effective.” All dichotomous, multiple-choice, and sliding scale questions provided a 
space for participant comments. Participants were presented one question at a time. 
Threats to Internal and External Validity 
When gathering data for the purpose of drawing dependable conclusions, the 
validity of the study is critically important.  A plethora of factors, many not causally 
related to the research process, could make the results and conclusions of this study 
invalid (Shadish et al., 2002).  Shadish et al. (2002) linked validity to the ability to rightly 
infer the results of data gathering to the conclusions made in the study.  Those factors that 
can cause inaccuracies in the data collection for this study or in the conclusions of this 
study are threats to the validity of this study.   
 34 
Shadish et al. (2002) named four types of validity in their validity typology: (a) 
statistical conclusion validity, (b) internal validity, (c) construct validity, and (d) external 
validity.  Statistical conclusion validity refers to the validity of any inferences made about 
the correlation or covariation between the treatment and outcome in the study (Shadish et 
al., 2002).  The internal validity of an instrument is the relationship between the treatment 
and the outcome in the study (Shadish et al., 2002).  Construct validity is the degree to 
which a test measures what it intends to measure (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  External 
validity is concerned with whether the conclusions of a study also apply to other people 
and groups (Shadish et al., 2002).   
Statistical Conclusion Validity 
 A primary threat to statistical conclusion validity in this study could be 
extraneous variance in the experimental setting in which the Chief Research Officers live 
and work (Shadish et al., 2002).  While all participants in the population for the current 
study are Chief Research Officers, they work in 184 distinct locations.  Each university 
can have different goals and objectives.  The research design for the current study 
addresses this threat to statistical conclusion validity by including demographic questions 
relative to the strategic hiring approach, goals, and measure of productivity.   
Internal Validity 
 Internal validity is the degree to which observed covariation between two 
variables is a causal relationship (Shadish et al., 2002).  An example in this study is 
whether strategic faculty hiring causes an increase in research productivity.  One threat to 
internal validity is ambiguous temporal precedence (Shadish et al., 2002).  The threat of 
ambiguous temporal precedence occurs when two variables are clearly interacting with 
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each other, but it may be unclear which variable is independent and which is dependent 
(Johnson & Christensen, 2010).  For example, the goal of strategic faculty hiring is to 
increase research productivity.  However, it may be possible for research productivity to 
increase by some other means even if strategic faculty hiring fails.  This threat is present 
because no questions gathered data from Chief Research Officers on their perceived 
understanding of those causal relationships, which could influence the internal validity of 
the study. 
Construct Validity 
Construct validity is the degree to which the sampling particulars of a given study 
accurately make inferences to the higher-order constructs they represent (Shadish et al., 
2002).  Reaction to an experimental situation is a threat in which the participants respond 
in part based on the situation in which the data is gathered (Shadish et al., 2002).  The 
fact that Chief Research Officers answered questions related to the university for which 
they work could skew honest responses.  In this study, no inferences were attempted to 
organizations beyond the population studied.  The research design for this study called 
for a census, not a sampling, so the data gathered was not subject to construct validity 
issues based on sampling. 
External Validity 
External validity is concerned with generalizing to another population.  The 
ability to generalize to another population is not appropriate for the design of this study.  
The study group is a census, not a sample, and no inference can be made to any 
population beyond the census studied. 
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Data Collection 
The data collection section of the proposal outlines the steps taken to obtain data 
from the participants. For this study, the researcher explains the survey distribution 
process, communication pieces, and incentives are described. The following section 
discusses the data collection process of the study. 
A census of Chief Research Officers at Carnegie Class R1 and R2 research 
institutions was surveyed for this study. The timing of the survey was scheduled for the 
beginning of the academic year in order to maximize response. An Email (Appendix E) 
was sent to introduce the study to the participants and provide information about the 
study, confidentiality, average time for completion, and use of the data collected. 
Included in the email were instructions on accessing the survey and length of time the 
survey will be available. Nine events of email failure were corrected with the first. In 
order to increase the response rate, two follow-up email reminders were sent to potential 
participants in three-day intervals (day 3 and day 6) following the distribution of the first 
invitation to participate. This represents common research practice (Dillman, 2007). The 
questionnaire (Appendix D) was distributed by the researcher using Qualtrics.  Two 
weeks after initial deployment, the questionnaire was closed.  
Table 2 Data Collection Timeline 
Week 0 Institutional Review Board Approval 
Week 1 Develop draft of questionnaire - Expert panel face validity evaluation  
Week 2 Revise questionnaire - Prepare survey invitation 
Week 3 Deploy questionnaire - Monitor responses - Send follow-up reminders 
Week 4 Monitor responses - Send follow-up reminders - Close questionnaire 
Week 5 Process data and perform analysis 
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Data Analysis 
This section provides data analysis used in the current study. The purpose of the 
study is supported by the data analysis for each research objective. The data analysis plan 
(see Table 3) links the research objective to data type and analysis. Research Objective 
One provides the characteristics of the population presented as descriptive statistics. The 
survey questions related to the first research objective are designed to gather data for 
descriptive statistics. Research Objective Two identifies the characteristics of strategic 
faculty hiring endeavors intended to increase research productivity presented as 
descriptive statistics. Research Objective Three collects participant perception of the 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity and utilized multiple 
linear regression analysis. The analysis from Research Objective Three is presented in a 
multiple regression table.  
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Table 3 Analysis Plan for Collection Data  
Research Objective Data Collected 
Type of 
Data 
Data Analysis 
RO1 - Describe the 
characteristics of the 
population including 
Carnegie classification, 
number of faculty and 
research staff, number of 
proposals submitted, and 
endeavor status. 
 
Current classification 
Classification 2015  
Number of proposals 
submitted 
Number of faculty 
Number of research 
staff 
Endeavor status 
 
Nominal 
Nominal 
Nominal 
Nominal 
Nominal 
Nominal 
 
Nominal 
 
Descriptive 
Statistics 
 
RO2 - Describe the 
characteristics of strategic 
faculty hiring intended to 
increase research 
productivity; distinct measure 
of research productivity, 
alignment to strategic plan, 
and area of institutional 
responsibility. 
Alignment to strategic 
plan  
Area of institutional 
responsibility 
Distinct measure of 
research productivity  
 
Nominal 
 
Nominal 
 
Nominal 
 
Descriptive 
Statistics 
 
 
RO3 - Determine the 
perceived effectiveness of 
strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity 
 
CRO’s perception of 
effectiveness of 
strategic faculty hiring 
endeavor on research 
productivity 
 
 
 
Interval 
 
 
 
Multiple 
Regression 
 
    
 
 
  
 
Research Objective 1. RO1 - Describe the characteristics of the population including 
Carnegie classification, number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals 
submitted, and endeavor status. 
 
Data collected for RO1 were used to describe the characteristics of the population. 
This data includes Carnegie classification, number of faculty and research staff, number 
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of proposals submitted, and endeavor status. Descriptive statistics were used to describe 
the population.  
Research Objective 2. RO2 – Describe the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring 
intended to increase research productivity; distinct measure of research productivity, 
alignment to strategic plan, and area of institutional responsibility. 
 
Data collected for RO2 were used to describe the characteristics of the population. 
This data includes distinct measure of research productivity, alignment to strategic plan, 
and institutional area of responsibility. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the 
strategic faculty hiring endeavor.  
Research Objective 3. RO3 – Determine the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty 
hiring on research productivity. 
 
Data collected for RO3 determined the Chief Research Officers' perception of the 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity. Multiple regression was 
used to determine the relationship between distinct research productivity measure, 
endeavor tied to strategic plan, and institutional area of responsibility Descriptive 
statistics were used to describe the strategic faculty hiring endeavor. Multiple regression 
is a statistical test used to determine if a dependent variable is predicted by a combination 
of two or more independent variables (Laerd, 2015).  Eight assumptions were tested and 
analyzed prior to conducting multiple linear regression. Three independent variables were 
analyzed distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, and 
institutional area of responsibility. Perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity is the dependent variable. If variables do not meet the multiple 
linear regression assumptions, results could be questioned due to excessive bias and 
potential for Type I or Type II errors (Laerd, 2015). 
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Summary 
This cross-sectional, explanatory, non-experimental research design study 
determined the influence of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity.  The study 
analyzed the relationship between the characteristics of strategic faculty hiring employed 
to increase research productivity at U.S. public research universities.  The results of the 
analysis describe the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring approaches employed to 
increase research productivity.  IBM SPSS Statistics Grad Pack 25.0 was used to analyze 
research survey data and determine the relationship between the characteristics of 
strategic faculty hiring endeavors employed to increase research productivity at U.S. 
public research universities and their effectiveness as perceived by the Chief Research 
Officer. 
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CHAPTER IV - RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between three 
characteristics of strategic faculty hiring intended to increase research productivity 
(distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, institutional area 
of responsibility) and the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity. The study used a cross-sectional, explanatory, non-experimental design. 
This chapter provides a review of the analysis of data collected from this census of Chief 
Research Officers. 
Demographics 
Research Objective One describes the characteristics of the population by 
Carnegie classification, number of faculty and research staff, number of proposals 
submitted annually, and strategic faculty hiring status. In accordance with The University 
of Southern Mississippi IRB approval, no personally identifying information was asked 
or recorded. Results of analysis for Research Objective One is presented below. The first 
characteristic included in the survey regards the 2018 Carnegie classification of the 
participating institution. One out of three (n=14, 35.9%) of the responding Chief 
Research Officers were from current R1 class research universities. The majority (n=25, 
62.10%) of participants were located at Carnegie R2 institutions. Table 4 displays the 
Carnegie classification of the respondents. 
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Table 4 Current Carnegie Classification 
Classification N Percent 
R1: Doctoral Universities – 
Very high research activity  
 
14 35.90 
R2: Doctoral Universities – 
High research activity 
25 64.10 
Participant (N =39)  
The second characteristic included in the survey is the Carnegie classification 
from 2015, the most recent classification update prior to 2018. The 2015 classification 
was based on a three-class ranking, differing from the two-class ranking for the 2018 
report. No major differences in the number of respondents reporting in each Carnegie 
classification were observed. The proportion of respondents in this study classified as R1 
(n=12, 31.58%) and R2 (n=24, 63.16%) institutions were similar for the Carnegie 
reported, R1 and R2 classifications in 2015 and 2018. One respondent (n=1, 2.63%) in 
this study self-reported as Carnegie R3 and one (n=1, 2.63%) reported as “Other.” 
Respondents were provided the opportunity to comment (Appendix F) as part of the 
Carnegie classification response. The respondent reporting as “Other” indicated Carnegie 
R3 status, the third class in the three-class ranking used in 2015. The three-class ranking 
was combined into the current two-class ranking for the 2018 classification update. Table 
5 displays the Carnegie classification 2015 of the respondents. 
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Table 5  Carnegie Classification 2015 
Classification N Percent 
R1: Doctoral Universities – 
Highest research activity  
 
12 31.56 
R2: Doctoral Universities – 
Higher research activity 
 
24 63.16 
R3: Doctoral Universities – 
Moderate research activity 
1 2.63 
 
Other: 
1 2.63 
Participant (N =38)  
Faculty are a critical component in the research enterprise. Faculty typically 
compete for and lead research activities at U.S. public research universities. Active 
faculty participation is necessary for a successful research program. When asked the 
number of faculty at their institution, a mean of 1432 faculty was reported for the 36 
Chief Research Officers responding with a reported range of 320 to 10000 faculty and a 
SD of 1723. Table 6 displays the analysis for the number of faculty reported. 
Table 6 Number of Faculty 
Descriptive Statistic  Value 
Mean  1432 
Minimum  320 
Maximum  10000 
SD  1723 
   
Participant (N =36)  
Staff researchers carry out the day-to-day work of the research enterprise and 
constitute the bulk of research teams at U.S. public research universities. Competent 
research staff is critical to a successful research program. When asked the number of 
research staff at their institution, responses from 34 Chief Research Officers yielded a 
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mean of 667 research staff with a range of 0 to 7500 research staff and a SD of 1447. 
Table 7 displays the analysis for the number of research staff reported. 
Table 7 Number of Research Staff 
Descriptive Statistic  Value 
Mean  667 
Minimum  0 
Maximum  7500 
SD  1447 
   
Participant (N =34)  
One common measure of the productivity of a research enterprise is the number 
of external funding proposals submitted annually. Submitted proposals are a 
measurement of the general activity level of the research enterprise. When asked the 
number of research proposals submitted annually at their institution, an average of 1164 
proposals were reported by the 30 Chief Research Officers responding. The range of 
proposals was 200 to 4500 proposals with a SD of 1010. Table 8 displays the analysis for 
the number of submitted proposals reported. 
Table 8 Number of Proposals Submitted 
Descriptive Statistic  Value 
Mean  1164 
Minimum  200 
Maximum  4500 
SD  1010 
   
Participant (N =30)  
Strategic faculty hiring endeavors intended to increase research productivity can 
be any activity related to the recruitment of faculty to increase the institution’s activity 
level in specific research areas.  Four out of five (n=26, 86.67%) Chief Research Officers 
reported participating in a strategic faculty hiring endeavor intended to increase research 
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productivity. Comments collected described the types of strategic faculty hiring 
endeavors as cluster, cohort, and opportunistic. Only four (13.33%) of the 30 Chief 
Research Officers responding have not participated in a strategic faculty hiring endeavor 
intended to increase research productivity. One comment collected for this group stated 
strategic hiring for diversity at their institution.  Table 9 displays the strategic faculty 
hiring endeavor participation.  
Table 9 Strategic Faculty Hiring Endeavor Participation 
Participation N Percent 
Yes 26 86.67 
No 4 13.33 
Participant (N =30)  
Research Objective Two  
Research Objective Two identifies the characteristics of strategic hiring intended 
to increase research productivity. Respondents were asked to identify these 
characteristics that increase research productivity identified in the literature: distinct 
measure of research productivity, current status of the endeavor, alignment with 
institutional strategic plan, and institutional area responsible for endeavor success. The 
descriptive statistical analysis of Research Objective Two is presented below. 
The first characteristic of strategic faculty hiring endeavors regards the distinct 
measure of research productivity as a separate measure from scholarly activity. Without a 
distinct measure for research productivity, it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of 
actions intended to increase research productivity (Abramo & D’Angelo, 2014). One in 
two (n=16, 53.33%) of the Chief Research Officers responding reported officially 
measuring research productivity apart from scholarly activity. Similarly, just under half 
(n=14, 46.67%) of the Chief Research Officers responding reported no official 
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measurement of research productivity distinct from scholarly activity. Notable comments 
collected for this question include: four respondents reported using a variety of metrics, 
and two respondents requested a definition for the research productivity and scholarly 
activity (i.e. no standard terminology). Table 10 displays the official measurement of 
research productivity distinct from scholarly activity status.  
Table 10 Official Measurement of Research Productivity 
Status N Percent 
Yes 16 53.33 
No 14 46.67 
Participant (N =30)  
In order to assess the temporal aspect of the strategic faculty hiring endeavor, 
respondents were asked if the strategic faculty hiring endeavor at their institution was 
currently ongoing. Four out of five (n=22, 84.62%) of the Chief Research Officers 
responding reported an ongoing strategic faculty hiring endeavor intended to increase 
research productivity. Conversely, only one in five (n=4, 15.38%) Chief Research 
Officers have participated in a previous strategic faculty hiring endeavor.  Table 11 
displays the strategic faculty hiring endeavor status.  
Table 11 Strategic Faculty Hiring Endeavor Status 
Status N Percent 
Currently Ongoing 22 84.62 
Not Currently Ongoing 4 15.38 
Participant (N =26)  
The strategic component of the faculty hiring endeavor should ideally be linked to 
the university's strategic plan.  According to four out of five (n=22, 84.62%) of the Chief 
Research Officers responding, strategic faculty hiring endeavors intended to increase 
research productivity are aligned with their institution’s strategic plan. Four (15.38%) 
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Chief Research Officers reported strategic faculty hiring endeavors intended to increase 
research productivity are not aligned with their strategic plan. Table 12 displays 
alignment with strategic plan.  
Table 12 Alignment with Strategic Plan 
Status N Percent 
Yes 22 84.62 
No 4 15.38 
Participant (N =26)  
U.S. public research universities are generally structured into three institutional 
areas: “executive,” “college,” and “administrative unit.” Typically, one of these 
institutional areas is responsible for the success of a strategic faculty hiring endeavor. 
Respondents were asked to report which area of their institution was responsible for the 
success of the strategic faculty hiring endeavor. For the R1 and R2 reporting institutions, 
the “college” is the institutional area most likely (n=11, 42.31%) to have responsibility 
for strategic hiring endeavors designed to increase research productivity. The ”executive” 
area was reported as the next most likely (n=10, 38.46%) institutional area with this 
responsibility.  Only 5 (19.23%) of the R1 and R2 Chief Research Officers responding to 
this study reported the ”academic unit” as responsible for the success of the strategic 
faculty hiring endeavor.  Additionally, comments collected from respondents indicating 
“college” and “academic unit” present a lack of clarity, whereas respondents indicating 
“executive” seemed to have a clear understanding of the administrative area at their 
institution responsible for strategic hiring endeavors focused on research productivity. 
This is indicated by subjective and prescriptive comments along with the use of words 
such as probably, and primarily, etc. Table 13 displays institutional area of responsibility. 
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Table 13 Institutional Area of Responsibility 
Institutional Area N Percent 
Executive 10 38.46 
College 11 42.31 
Academic Unit 5 19.23 
   
Participant (N =26)  
 
Research Objective Three 
Research Objective Three determined the perceived effectiveness of strategic 
faculty hiring on research productivity. As the administrator responsible for the research 
enterprise, the Chief Research Officer is the most knowledgeable source for determining 
the effect of any action on productivity (NCURA, 2015). Descriptive statistics were used 
to analyze the reported effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity. 
Respondents were asked to indicate the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity using a continuous 20-point Likert-style scale from zero, “not 
effective at all,” to 20, “extremely effective.” When asked to rate the perception of the 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring intended to increase research productivity at their 
institution, a mean response of 12.6 (n=23) was reported.   This result indicates that Chief 
Research Officers at R1 and R2 institutions perceive the effectiveness of strategic faculty 
hiring on research productivity as “moderately effective” to “very effective.” The range 
of the perception of the effectiveness of strategic hiring was 4 to 20 with a SD of 3.8. 
This result indicates that all Chief Research Officer s responding to this question 
perceived strategic faculty hiring to be “moderately” to “very effective” for increasing 
research productivity. Table 14 displays the analysis for the perceived effectiveness 
reported. 
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Table 14 Effectiveness of Strategic Faculty Hiring on Research Productivity  
Descriptive Statistic  Value 
Mean  12.6 
Minimum    4.0 
Maximum  20.0 
SD    3.8 
   
Participant (N =23)  
In order to understand the relationship between and among the three 
characteristics of strategic faculty hiring to increase research productivity, the researcher 
analyzed the relationship between the presence of a distinct measure of research 
productivity, alignment with strategic plan, institutional area responsible, and perceived 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity. The three independent 
variables, distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, and 
institutional area of responsibility, consists of nominal data. The variables distinct 
measure of research productivity and alignment with strategic plan are dichotomous 
(yes/no) questions and described as nominal. Data for institutional area responsible is 
multiple choice categorical with no intrinsic ranking and described as nominal.  
The dependent variable, perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity, consists of continuous data.  The variable perceived effectiveness 
of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity consists of data collected on a 20-point 
Likert-style scale (0-20) and described as continuous. Multiple linear regression was used 
to determine if, and to what degree, the three independent variables in the current study 
contribute to the outcome of the dependent variable. A regression model consisting of the 
three independent variables would be considered a good fit if the model predicts the 
outcome of the dependent variable more accurately than a similar model consisting only 
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of the mean for every predicted value.  According to Laerd (2015), multiple linear 
regression is used to determine model fit and the relative contribution for each of the 
independent variables on the dependent variable.    
The population for the current study consisted of 184 R1 and R2 public research 
universities in the U.S. A minimum recommended sample of 125 was needed to achieve 
95% confidence and a 5% margin of error. The sample size of the current study is 23. 
Small samples are not ideal and can result in lower confidence levels and higher margin 
of error (Raosoft, 2004). In research practice, small sample size is a reality. The work of 
Austin and Steyerberg (2015) determined that multiple linear regression requires only 
two subjects per variable, 2SPV rule, to guarantee unbiased estimation of adjusted R-
squared values and coefficients. Norman (2010) compared studies dating back 80 years 
and confirmed small sample size does not adversely affect parametric analysis of Likert 
style data. The number of respondents for this study meets the requirements of 2SPV for 
multiple linear regression. 
Eight assumptions were tested and analyzed prior to conducting multiple linear 
regression. The analysis of these assumptions is critical to assure the appropriateness of 
multiple linear regression (Laerd, 2015). Three independent variables were analyzed, 
distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, and institutional 
area of responsibility. Perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity is the dependent variable. If variables do not meet the multiple linear 
regression assumptions, results could be questioned due to excessive bias and potential 
for Type I or Type II errors (Laerd, 2015). 
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The first assumption of multiple linear regression requires a continuous dependent 
variable (Laerd, 2015).  The dependent variable for the current study, perceived 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity, is measured on a scale 
from 0 to 20 and considered continuous. The second multiple linear regression 
assumption requires independent variables to be continuous or categorical. The 
independent variables in the current study are all categorical. Assumptions three through 
eight; independence of observations, linear relationship between dependent variable and 
independent variables independently and collectively, homoscedasticity, lack of 
multicollinearity, no significant outliers, and normal distribution of residuals 
(respectively) were tested using statistical software (SPSS). 
Assumption three is independence of observations. To test the data using multiple 
linear regression, the observations must not be related. The Durbin-Watson test 
determines independence of observations (Laerd, 2015). The statistic ranges from 0 to 4 
with 0 indicating positive correlation and 4 indicating negative correlation. A value of 2 
indicates no correlation. Results of the Durbin-Watson for this study yielded a Durbin-
Watson statistic of 1.987, indicating independence of observations.  Table 15 displays the 
results of the test. 
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Table 15 Independence of Operations 
 
 
The fourth multiple linear regression assumption requires a linear relationship 
between the dependent variable and independent variables independently and 
collectively. The exception to this is when an independent variable is categorical. Each of 
the independent variables in the study is categorical; therefore, meeting this assumption is 
not required according to research practice (Laerd 2015). 
The fifth assumption, homoscedasticity, requires the residuals for all values of the 
dependent variable to be equal.  Homoscedasticity helps to verify no observations are 
causing large disturbances in variance. The test for homoscedasticity is met when the 
residuals are equal for all values of the predicted dependent (Laerd, 2015). To check for 
homoscedasticity, the researcher plotted the studentized residuals against the standardized 
predicted values. If there is homoscedasticity, the spread of the will be constant across the 
predicted values, more specifically the pattern will not increase or decrease (Laerd, 
2015). A visual inspection of the plot revealed evidence of homoscedasticity, indicating 
equal variances for all values of the predicted dependent variable. Figure 2 displays the 
results of the plot. 
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Figure 2. Plot of Studentized Residuals Versus Unstandardized Predicted Values 
The sixth assumption is the check for multicollinearity. If two or more 
independent variables are highly corelated, it can be difficult to understand the 
contribution of each variable to the variance (Laerd, 2015).  The test for multicollinearity 
requires inspection of the correlation coefficients and tolerance/VIF values. Correlations 
cannot be greater than .7 and VIF cannot be greater than 10 (Laerd, 2015). Based on the 
analysis of the three independent variables in this study, the variables lack 
multicollinearity, indicating none of the independent variables in the current study are 
highly corelated. Appendix G displays the results. 
The seventh assumption for multiple linear regression is detecting outliers and 
leverage points (Laerd, 2019). Analysis of the standardized and studentized residuals for 
the data in the current study found no values greater than +-3 standard deviations. Based 
on research practice, no outliers were reported for the data in this study. 
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Checking for leverage points is required to meet the criteria for multiple linear 
regression. An observation that has a value far enough away from the mean that deleting 
it would influence the model, is defined as a leverage point. Leverage points can 
influence the model fit, or the ability of the independent variable to accurately predict the 
outcome of the dependent variable. SPSS creates a variable (LEV_1) during the analysis. 
This variable stores the leverage values for each case (Laerd, 2019). The rule of thumb is 
a result less than .2 is safe, .2 and less than .5 are risky, over .5 is dangerous (Huber, 
1981). A case with a leverage value greater than .5 is likely to effect model fit. Analysis 
of the variable LEV_1 showed no values of .5 or above, indicating none of the 
observations in the current study are far enough away from the mean to influence the 
model.  
In order to perform multiple linear regression, the residuals of the dependent 
variable need to be normally distributed (Laerd, 2015). Normal distribution is of 
particular concern in this study due to the small sample size. A variable is normally 
distributed when a graph of the standardized residuals matches the normal distribution 
curve. Visual analysis of a histogram of the regressed standard residuals revealed a 
normal distribution for the data in this study. Furthermore, a variable is considered 
normally distributed when a plot of the observed cumulative probabilities matches the 
expected cumulative probability (Laerd, 2015). Visual analysis of a P-P Plot of the 
regressed standard residuals revealed a normal distribution for the data in this study and 
of the P-P Plot. Figures 3 and 4 display the result of the plots, indicating the data 
collected for the dependent variable in the current study is normally distributed. 
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Figure 3. Perceived Effectiveness of Strategic Faculty Hiring Endeavor on Research 
Productivity 
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Figure 4. P-P Plot Perceived Effectiveness of Strategic Faculty Hiring Endeavor on 
Research Productivity 
R square (the coefficient of determination) is used to determine whether the 
model is a good fit for the data. It represents the portion of the dependent variable that is 
explained by the independent variables. Results of the multiple linear regression for the 
current study reveal a negative R square, indicating that the variance in the dependent 
variable is not explained by the independent variable. These results indicate that for the 
current study, the variance in the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity is not explained by distinct measure of research productivity, 
linkage with strategic plan, and area of responsibility. The negative R-Square indicates 
the model does not fit well with the data (Laerd, 2015). Based on the negative R-Square, 
the model proposed by the researcher does not accurately predict the outcome of the 
dependent variable. In the context of the current study; distinct measure of research 
productivity, alignment with strategic plan, and institutional area responsible do not 
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accurately predict the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity. Table 20 displays the model summary. 
Table 16 Coefficient of Determination 
 
 
If the addition of all the independent variables leads to a model that is more 
accurate at predicting the dependent variable and demonstrates a more accurate fit to the 
data than a model of the mean, then the result is said to be statistically significant (Laerd, 
2015). Statistical significance is presented as part of ANOVA analysis as a p value 
represented as Sig. In order for the result to be statistically significant Sig. must be <.05. 
Analysis of the results for the current study show Sig =.835 or >.05, more specifically F 
(4,18) =.359, p>.05, is not statistically significant. These results indicate that the 
combination of distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, 
and area of responsibility do not lead to a model that can predict the perceived 
effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity more accurately than the 
mean model. Therefore, the proposed model does not predict the outcome more 
accurately than a model calculated by the average of the predicted values. Table 21 
shows the result of the analysis. 
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Table 17 ANOVA 
 
 
Summary 
This cross-sectional, explanatory, non-experimental study determined no 
relationship between distinct measure of research productivity, alignment with strategic 
plan, institutional area of responsibility and the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity. The Chief Research Officer at 184 U.S. public research universities 
were asked to participate in an online survey developed by the researcher.  
No statistically significant relationship between or among specific measure of 
research productivity, alignment with strategic plan, institutional area of responsibility 
and the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity were found. 
Chapter Five concludes the results of this study with findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations.  
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CHAPTER V  – FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 
 The previous chapters presented the need for U.S. public research universities to 
increase research productivity by aligning faculty hiring with the strategic objectives of 
the institution. This chapter presents the findings, conclusions, recommendations, and a 
brief summary. 
 U.S. public research universities are under increasing pressure to offset shortfalls 
in state appropriations. Added to this funding pressure is the need to address societal 
level challenges such as climate change. One possible solution is to increase the scale of 
the university research enterprise. A successful research enterprise will contribute to the 
institution's funding stability through the execution of contracts and grants. One 
approach, strategic faculty hiring, used by some university administrators rely on 
recruitment endeavors linked directly to predetermine strategic objective and is the focus 
of this study. Strategic faculty hiring focused on expanding the research enterprise, and 
the lack of a standard to evaluate the success of such endeavors expressed in the literature 
(Froghi et al, 2012).  
 The purpose of this study was to determine the influence of strategic faculty 
hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities. The study determined 
that strategic faculty hiring endeavors are effective in increasing research productivity. 
However, the study did not determine the relationship between the characteristics of 
strategic faculty hiring and the perceived effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on 
research productivity as described in the research objectives below. 
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Limitations 
Study and design limitations address potential inadequacies in a study’s 
instrumentation, researcher bias, selected population, sample, or overall design (Creswell, 
2003).  This study incorporated a researcher-designed questionnaire.  Although the 
researcher made every effort to limit bias in the questionnaire, it remains a limitation for 
this study. The study was conducted through a census of the population and utilized 
multiple communications to encourage participation; however, a low response rate 
(n=23) is a limitation of the study.  Researcher experience and familiarity with the subject 
matter could also manifest as a limitation because of the possibility of explicit or implicit 
bias. 
Finding, Conclusions, and Recommendations 
The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived effectiveness of 
strategic faculty hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities. The 
study determined that strategic faculty hiring endeavors are effective in increasing 
research productivity. The study achieved this goal through three research objectives. 
This section provides a summary of the study, findings, results, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 
Finding 1 
Most R1 and R2 institutions are participating in strategic faculty hiring endeavors 
to increase research productivity which they rated as effective, yet only half of the same 
R1 and R2 institutions reported a distinct research productivity measure.  
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Conclusion 
Research universities are in intense competition and productivity serves a 
prominent role (Stromquist, 2016). Distinct from scholarly activity, there is much debate 
on exactly how to measure research productivity.  The literature is absent studies 
regarding strategic faculty hiring and research productivity at U.S. public research 
universities. All the respondents expressed a perception of strategic faculty hiring as an 
effective way to increase research productivity. More specifically, the Chief Research 
Officers at each of the responding institutions indicated that the strategic faculty hiring 
endeavor at their university was, on average, moderately to very effective for increasing 
research productivity. Only one-half of these respondents report a distinct measure for 
research productivity. These same respondents report four out of five strategic hiring 
endeavors as ongoing. Additionally, four out of five report the strategic hiring endeavor 
as alignment with the strategic plan. It is not known how each of the respondents is 
measuring research productivity, if at all.  
Recommendation 
 Efforts should be made to standardize the measurement of research productivity at 
U.S. public research universities. Institutions interested in the measurement of research 
productivity might consider implementing a policy to measure and track research 
productivity as a distinct metric. Until a generally accepted standard measure exists for 
research productivity, assessment of interventions will remain elusive.  
Finding 2 
No relationship was indicated between strategic faculty hiring and its perceived 
effectiveness on research productivity. 
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Conclusion 
The factors and subsequent questions in the current study were developed from a 
review of the literature on this subject. The presence of multiple sources representing 
both strategic hiring and research productivity is offset by the lack of sources that address 
the two together. Unfortunately, the results of the study did not yield a model that 
provided an accurate estimation of the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research 
productivity.  
Recommendation 
 Further research is needed to determine factors that can yield a model to 
accurately predict the effectiveness of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity at 
U.S. research universities. Rigorous robust studies with larger sample sizes, perhaps 
mixed methods, are recommended to determine factors and influence on strategic faculty 
hiring and research productivity at U.S. research universities.  
Finding 3 
There appears to be a lack of clarity among respondents as to the institutional area 
responsible for the success of strategic faculty hiring endeavors.  
Conclusion 
Comments from respondents indicating “executive” seemed to have a clear 
understanding of the administrative area at their institution responsible for strategic hiring 
endeavors focused on research productivity. However, respondents indicating “college” 
and “academic unit” present some confusion.  This is expressed by subjective and 
prescriptive comments along with the use of words such as probably and primarily.  
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Recommendation 
 Successful strategic faculty hiring endeavors require a culture shift within the 
institution. Hiring decisions, historically the domain of the academic unit, can be 
overseen of managed entirely from the executive level. This type of systemic change is 
not best approached as strictly an organic process. Institutions embarking on strategic 
faculty hiring endeavors can consider proven change leadership techniques where 
communication plays a key role. 
Summary 
This chapter provides a summary of the study, findings, results, conclusions, and 
recommendations. The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived effectiveness 
of strategic faculty hiring on research productivity at U.S. public research universities. 
The study determined that strategic faculty hiring endeavors are effective in increasing 
research productivity. The study achieved this objective through three research 
objectives. 
Over the past two decades, public support of research universities has declined. 
Meanwhile, costs and competition have increased. Administrators have few tools to make 
up for this shortfall. One of these tools, increasing research productivity through strategic 
faculty hiring, was the subject of this study.  
As noted in the findings, the Chief Research Officers responding to the survey 
reported strategic hiring to be effective in increasing research productivity. However, 
only half of the respondents reported a distinct measure for research productivity and 
even expressed confusion as to the institutional area responsible for the success of the 
endeavor. Research administrators can enhance the understanding and effectiveness of 
 64 
the strategic hiring endeavors through the application of standardized measurements and 
proven change leadership management techniques. 
U.S. public research universities are the best in the world. Support for these 
institutions has evolved over the years to the point where universities that were state-
funded are now state-supported and may soon be simply state located (C. Burge, personal 
communication, February, 1995). These universities are typically behemoths, overwelled 
with their own bureaucracy and consequently difficult to maneuver. Consisting of ancient 
brick and mortar fortresses, themselves lagging indicators of the education market 
demands, it is exceedingly difficult to grow and improve in a rapidly changing 
technological world with a mobile mindset. Without systemic change U.S. public 
research university risk declines in competitiveness for research, students, faculty, and 
facilities (Preuss, 2015). 
Funded research offers one area for growth potential. The impact of each 
incremental dollar of funded research adds value at the academic unit, college, and 
executive levels. Research funding supports student, faculty, institutional, local, regional, 
national, and now global interests. The grand challenges of climate change, energy, 
global health, planetary exploration, and artificial intelligence are a natural fit for the 
collective research enterprise in the U.S. and abroad.  
New strategic goals and objectives must be thoughtfully developed, staffed, and 
carried out over the coming decades to meet these needs. University boards and 
administration must look beyond their respective offices, sports fields, and campuses to 
discover innovative novel approaches to the traditional way of doing the business of 
research universities.  
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APPENDIX A - INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
(“Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi,” 2019) 
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APPENDIX B – CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN SURVEY RESEARCH 
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APPENDIX C – POPULATION 
 
Air Force Institute of Technology-Graduate School of Engineering & Management 
Arizona State University-Phoenix 
Arizona State University-Skysong 
Arizona State University-Tempe 
Arkansas State University-Main Campus 
Auburn University 
Ball State University 
Binghamton University 
Boise State University 
Bowling Green State University-Main  
Central Michigan University 
Clemson University 
Cleveland State University 
College of William and Mary 
Colorado School of Mines 
Colorado State University-Fort Collins 
CUNY City College 
CUNY Graduate School and University  
Delaware State University 
East Carolina University 
East Tennessee State University 
Eastern Michigan University 
Florida Agricultural Mechanical University 
Florida Atlantic University 
Florida International University 
Florida State University 
George Mason University 
Georgia Institute of Technology-Main  
Georgia Southern University 
Georgia State University 
Idaho State University 
Illinois State University 
Indiana University-Bloomington 
Indiana Univ.-Purdue Univ. - Indianapolis 
Iowa State University 
Jackson State University 
Kansas State University 
Kennesaw State University 
Kent State University at Kent 
Louisiana State Univ. and A&M College 
Louisiana Tech University 
Marshall University 
Miami University-Oxford 
Michigan State University 
Michigan Technological University 
Mississippi State University 
Missouri University of Science and  
Technology 
Montana State University 
Montclair State University 
Morgan State University 
New Jersey Institute of Technology 
New Mexico State University-Main  
Campus 
North Carolina A & T State University 
North Carolina State University at Raleigh 
North Dakota State University-Main  
Campus 
Northern Arizona University 
Northern Illinois University 
Oakland University 
Ohio State University-Main Campus 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Oklahoma State University-Main Campus 
Old Dominion University 
Oregon State University 
Pennsylvania State University-Main  
Campus 
Portland State University 
Purdue University-Main Campus 
Rowan University 
Rutgers University-Camden 
Rutgers University-New Brunswick 
Rutgers University-Newark 
San Diego State University 
South Dakota State University 
Southern Illinois University-Carbondale 
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Stony Brook University 
SUNY at Albany 
SUNY College Environmental Science and Forestry 
Temple University 
Tennessee State University 
Tennessee Technological University 
Texas A & M University-College Station 
Texas A & M University-Corpus Christi 
Texas A & M University-Kingsville 
Texas Southern University 
Texas State University 
Texas Tech University 
The University of Alabama 
The University of Montana 
The University of Tennessee-Knoxville 
The University of Texas at Arlington 
The University of Texas at Austin 
The University of Texas at Dallas 
The University of Texas at El Paso 
The University of Texas at San Antonio 
The University of Texas Rio Grande Valley 
University at Buffalo 
University of Akron Main Campus 
University of Alabama at Birmingham 
University of Alabama in Huntsville 
University of Alaska Fairbanks 
University of Arizona 
University of Arkansas 
University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
University of California-Berkeley 
University of California-Davis 
University of California-Irvine 
University of California-Los Angeles 
University of California-Merced 
University of California-Riverside 
University of California-San Diego 
University of California-Santa Barbara 
University of California-Santa Cruz 
University of Central Florida 
University of Cincinnati-Main Campus 
University of Colorado Boulder 
University of Colorado-Colorado Springs 
University of Co. Denver Medical Campus 
University of Connecticut 
University of Delaware 
University of Florida 
University of Georgia 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
University of Houston 
University of Idaho 
University of Illinois at Chicago 
University of Illinois at  
Urbana-Champaign 
University of Iowa 
University of Kansas 
University of Kentucky 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette 
University of Louisville 
University of Maine 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
University of Maryland-Baltimore County 
University of Maryland-College Park 
University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
University of Massachusetts-Boston 
University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth 
University of Massachusetts-Lowell 
University of Memphis 
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor 
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities 
University of Mississippi 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
University of Missouri-Kansas City 
University of Missouri-St Louis 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
University of Nevada-Las Vegas 
University of Nevada-Reno 
University of New Hampshire-Main  
Campus 
University of New Mexico-Main Campus 
University of New Orleans 
University of North Carolina at  
Chapel Hill 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte 
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University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Carolina Wilmington 
University of North Dakota 
University of North Texas 
University of Oklahoma-Norman Campus 
University of Oregon 
University of Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh  
University of Puerto Rico-Rio Piedras 
University of Rhode Island 
University of South Alabama 
University of South Carolina-Columbia 
University of South Dakota 
University of South Florida-Main Campus 
University of Southern Mississippi 
University of Toledo 
University of Utah 
University of Vermont 
University of Virginia-Main Campus 
University of Washington-Seattle Campus 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
University of Wyoming 
Utah State University 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University 
Washington State University 
Wayne State University 
West Virginia University 
Western Michigan University 
Wichita State University 
Wright State University-Main Campus 
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APPENDIX E – COMMUNICATION PIECES 
Invitation Email 
Dear Colleague: 
My name is David S. Mooneyhan, A PhD student in Human Capital Development at The 
University of Southern Mississippi, in Long Beach, Mississippi.  I am completing my 
dissertation research, and writing to invite you to complete an online survey for a 
research study entitled,  
“The Influence of Strategic Hiring on Research Productivity at U.S. Public Research 
Universities”.   
This survey will examine the influence of strategic hiring on research productivity.  The 
knowledge gained from the survey may lead to improvements in the productivity 
measures of the research enterprise. 
You are receiving this invitation because you are the chief research officer of a Carnegie 
Class (2018) R1 or R2 university.  If you choose to participate in the research, please 
access in the link provided by Qualtrics software listed below and follow the instructions.  
If you would like a summary of the findings of the study, please send a valid email 
address in reply to this email. 
Completing and returning the questionnaire constitutes your consent to participate.  There 
are no forms to return and the survey will take approximately up to 20 minutes to 
complete. Access the online survey at ______________. 
Thank you for your contribution.   
  
Sincerely, 
 
David S. Mooneyhan 
  
David S. Mooneyhan, MBA  
The University of Southern Mississippi 
Department of Human Capital Development 
College of Arts and Sciences 
School of Interdisciplinary Studies and Professional Development 
Long Beach, Mississippi 39560 
David.Mooneyhan@USM.EDU 
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Follow-up Email 
Dear Colleague, 
You were recently invited to participate in an online survey for a research study entitled,  
“The Influence of Strategic Hiring on Research Productivity at U.S. Public Research 
Universities”.   
This survey will examine the influence of strategic hiring on research productivity.  The 
knowledge gained from the survey may lead to improvements in the productivity 
measures of the research enterprise. 
You are receiving this invitation because you are the chief research officer of a Carnegie 
Class (2018) R1 or R2 university.  If you choose to participate in the research, please 
access in the link provided by Qualtrics software listed below and follow the instructions.  
If you would like a summary of the findings of the study, please send a valid email 
address in reply to this email. 
Completing and returning the questionnaire constitutes your consent to participate.  There 
are no forms to return and the survey will take approximately up to 20 minutes to 
complete. Access the online survey at_______________. 
Thank you for your contribution.   
  
Sincerely, 
 
David S. Mooneyhan 
  
David S. Mooneyhan, MBA  
The University of Southern Mississippi 
Department of Human Capital Development 
College of Arts and Sciences 
School of Interdisciplinary Studies and Professional Development 
Long Beach, Mississippi 39560 
David.Mooneyhan@USM.EDU 
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APPENDIX F – COMMENTS COLLECTED 
Q6 - Does your institution officially measure research productivity separately from 
scholarly activity? 
Q6 TEXT - Yes  
Can you, please, explain the difference between research and scholarly activity? 
In many disciplines there is nearly one to one overlap between the two. 
we track different metrics 
Q6 TEXT - No  
No 
What's the difference between research and scholarly activity?  At a full spectrum 
liberal arts university these are the same thing - just defined differently in different 
departments. 
Not explicitly (by way o fmetrics) but the reports from 
faculty/departments/colleges do report a variety of metrics broadly associated with 
research productivity (grants, citations etc.) 
considered together 
We have an award program for outstanding contributions in scholarly activity.  
Otherwise this is done at the college and departmental level. 
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Q7 - Has your institution participated in a faculty hiring endeavor aimed at increasing 
research productivity? 
Q7 TEXT - Yes  
Yes 
cluster hire process 
Cohort and opportunistic hires are the two strategies we have employed. There 
have also been some multi-program thematic hires 
Of course. 
50% of current faculty hired within past 10 years 
strategic hires with funding 
not a cluster hire but we are hiring faculty that have strong research track records 
we hire faculty in some departments with the expectation they conduct funded 
research 
targeted hires as well as bringing in cohorts linked thematically 
 
Q8 - To the best of your knowledge, has your institution participated in a faculty hiring 
endeavor of any type? 
Q8 TEXT - Yes  
Diversity; NAtional Academy members 
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Q8 TEXT - No (In the space below, provide any comments.) 
Not sure--based on 6 years experience 
 
Q9 - Please describe the faculty hiring endeavor. 
Diversity hires at all ranks.  Senior faculty , expecialy national academy members 
 
Q10 - Is the faculty hiring endeavor ongoing? 
Q10 TEXT - Yes  
Ye 
Current focus is on expanding faculty diversity in STEM 
Of course. 
retirements and some new positions but no cluster hires 
 
Q11 - Is the faculty hiring endeavor aligned with the institution's strategic plan? 
Q11 TEXT - No  
there is a new president and new plan being built, will work with the new plan 
We do not have an institutional strategic plan 
more aligned with curricular needs of the department 
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APPENDIX G - CORRELATIONS 
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